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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 
U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d). The certified copy has been filed in parent Application No. 
02150111.4, filed on 11/02/2002. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a 
foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year 
prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being unpatentable over 
Zinin et al (US Pat 6,820,134). 

Consider Claim 1 Zinin et al clearly discloses the method for calculating 
constrained paths for a transmission network, comprising: a . respectively collecting 
attribute information of the link to which each node is connected and obtaining the 
information of the protect entity to which the link belongs (Zinin et al, Col 2, Lines 12-20, 
Lines 34-40, Col 3, Lines 31-42); b. flooding the collected attribute information to other 
nodes according to a protocol (Zinin et al, Col 3, Lines 52-55); c. combining each node 
according to the information of the protection entities to which each link respectively 
belongs and forming the topology structure of each protection entity of whole network 
and related link attribute information (Zinin et al, Col 7 Lines 20-31); and d. calculating 
constrained paths for the transmission network (Zinin et al, Col 5, Lines 46-58). The 
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invention clearly shows on how the best paths for transmission is calculated by 
collecting the attributes of nodes via their links, along with flooding the links to the nodes 
if more than one best link is available, in order to further determine the best link 
possible. The collected information between the links and their nodes is maintained by 
various data structures by the router(s). 

Consider Claim 2, Zinin et al clearly discloses the method of claim 1 , Step a 
further comprising the step of obtaining the usable bandwidth of link (Zinin et al, Col 4 
Lines 25-27), the protection capability of link (Zinin et al, Col 6, Lines 31-49), the local 
interface IP address and the remote interface IP address of link (Zinin et al, Col 5 Lines 
25-26, Lines 55-56, Lines 63-67, Col 1-5). It is clearly disclosed that bandwidth, 
reliability and IP addresses is maintained by the router to ensure proper 
communication/transmission in the network. 

Consider Claim 5, Zinin et al clearly discloses the method of claim 1 . wherein 
said protocol in Step b is the Open Shortest Path First (OSPF) protocol (Zinin et al, Col 
4 Lines 25-26). It clearly shows that the network will use the OSPF protocol for 
communication/transmission. 



Consider Claim 6, Zinin et al clearly discloses the method of claim 1 . wherein 
flooding the collected attribute information to other nodes according to a protocol in Step 
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b (Zinin et al, Col 3, Lines 52-55) is through the packets of Link State Advertisement 
(LSA) (Zinin et al, Col 7, Lines 20-24). It is clearly discloses that the flooding will be 
conducted with the use of a LSA. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



Application/Control Number: 10/696,325 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2143 

Claims 3, 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zinin et al (US Pat 6,820,134), in view of Saleh (US Pat 7,002,917). 

Consider Claim 3, Zinin et al clearly discloses the method of claim 2, collecting 
attribute information of the link to which each node is connected in Step a (Zinin et al, 
Col 2, Lines 12-20, Lines 34-40, Col 3, Lines 31-42). 

But Zinin et al fails to disclose the step of interrogating the user configuration 
information of optical network devices through a specific software interface . 

Nonetheless, Saleh discloses the step of interrogating the user configuration 
information of optical network devices (Saleh, Col 1, Lines 66-65) through a specific 
software interface (Saleh, Col 7, Lines 35-39). Therefore, it would be obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to allow the use 
of a user to configure, taught by Saleh, to configure the optical network, for the purpose 
of maintaining the optical network., in the invention of Zinin et al. 

Consider Claim 4, Zinin et al clearly discloses the method of claim 1 , collecting 
attribute information of the link to which each node is connected in Step a (Zinin et al, 
Col 2, Lines 12-20, Lines 34-40, Col 3, Lines 31-42). 

But Zinin et al fails to disclose the step of interrogating the user configuration 
information of optical network devices through a specific software interface . 

Nonetheless, Saleh discloses the step of interrogating the user 
configuration information of optical network devices (Saleh, Col 1, Lines 66-65) through 
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a specific software interface (Saleh, Col 7, Lines 35-39). Therefore, it would be obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to allow the 
use of a user to configure, taught by Saleh, to configure the optical network, for the 
purpose of maintaining the optical network, in the invention of Zinin et al. 



Claims 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zinin 
et al (US Pat 6,820,134), in view of Houston et al (US Pub 2003/0126284). 

Consider Claim 7, Zinin et al fails to disclose the method of claim 1 , wherein 
Step d comprises: d1. establishing PATHS for storing the information of the shortest 
path tree and TENT for storing the information of tentative nodes which have been 
attempted before finding the shorted path: d2. putting the node doing the calculation on 
PATHS, and pre-loading TENT from the local adjacency database: d3. examining links 
from the node to each of its neighbor nodes when putting the node on PATHS, if a 
neighbor node is already in PATHS, then ignoring this new way because it is longer: if a 
neighbor node is in TENT and the new path is shorter, replacing the old path with the 
new one: if the new path is the same length as the one in TENT, then the neighbor node 
having an eguivalent path: if a neighbor node is not in TENT, then deleting links and 
nodes that do not satisfy the LSP constraint conditions and putting nodes respectively 
corresponding to links which satisfy the LSP constraint conditions on TENT: d4. putting 
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the nodes with least-cost from TENT to PATHS: and <J5. ending the routing calculating 
until TENT is empty or the destination node is already existed in PATHS 

Nonetheless, Houston et al clearly discloses the method of claim 1, wherein Step 
d comprises: d1. establishing PATHS for storing the information of the shortest path tree 
and TENT for storing the information of tentative nodes which have been attempted 
before finding the shorted path (Houston et al, Page 3, [0039]); d2. putting the node 
doing the calculation on PATHS, and pre-loading TENT from the local adjacency 
database (Houston et al, Page 3, [0040]); d3 . examining links from the node to each of 
its neighbor nodes when putting the node on PATHS (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 
[0051 1). if a neighbor node is already in PATHS (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]), 
then ignoring this new way because it is longer (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]); if 
a neighbor node is in TENT and the new path is shorter (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 
[0051]), replacing the old path with the new one (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]); 
if the new path is the same length as the one in TENT (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 
[0051]), then the neighbor node having an eouivalent path (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 
5 [0051]); if a neighbor node is not in TENT (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]), then 
deleting links and nodes that do not satisfy the LSP constraint conditions and putting 
nodes respectively corresponding to links which satisfy the LSP constraint conditions on 
TEN T (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]); d4. putting the nodes with least-cost from 
TENT to PATHS (Houston et al, Page 5 [0054]); and d5. ending the routing calculating 
until TENT is empty or the destination node is already existed in PATH S (Houston et al, 
Page 6 [0059]). 
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Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to allow the use PATHS for storing the information of the 
shortest path tree and TENT for storing the information of nodes, taught by Houston et 
al, in the invention of Zinin et al for the purpose of finding the best shortest path 
between nodes for creating an efficient transmission path. 



Claims 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zinin 
et al (US Pat 6,820,134), in view of Houston et al (US Pub 2003/0126284), and further 
in in view of Goertz (US Pat 4,755,991), and Saleh (US Pat 7,002,917). 

Consider Claim 8, Zinin et al, in view of Houston et al, discloses t he method of 
claim 7. further comprising the steps of: d6. selecting the most appropriate path 
according to a policy if egual-cost paths exist (Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]); 

But Zinin et al, in view of Houston et al, fails to disclose d7. allocating a 
congruent time-slot to all nodes on this multiplex section protection (MSP) ring if the 
service passes a MSP ring. 

Nonetheless, Goertz discloses d7. allocating a congruent time-slot to all nodes 
on this multiplex section protection (MSP) ring if the sen/ice passes a MSP ring (Goertz, 
Col 1, Lines 65-68, Col 2 Lines 1-5). 
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But Zinin et al, in view of Houston et al fails to disclose the step d8. if it is 
necessary to output protection paths simultaneously, outputting the protection paths 
based on the SDH/SONET protection topology according to the features of protection 
ring. 

Nonetheless, Saleh clearly discloses the step d8. if it is necessary to output 
protection paths simultaneously, outputting the protection paths (Saleh, Col 27, lines 25- 
41) based on the SDH/SONET (Saleh, Col 5, Lines 31-32) p rotection topology 
according to the features of protection ring (Saleh, Col 27, lines 25-41). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to allow the use of time-slots with a multiplexer, taught 
by Goertz, for use in a SDH/SONET network, taught by Saleh, for the purpose of 
increasing optimal paths betweens nodes and enabling faster communications to 
prevent time related delays in the invention taught by Zinin et al, in view of Houston et 
al. 

Claims 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zinin 
et al (US Pat 6,820,134), in view of Houston et al (US Pub 2003/0126284), in futher 
view of Goertz (US Pat 4,755,991), and in further view of Jones et al (US Pat 
4,633,246). 



Consider Claim 9, Zinin et al, in view of Houston et al. fails to disclose method of 
claim 7. Step d3 further comprising: if the protection of 1:1 type is reguired. calculating 



Application/Control Number: 10/696,325 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2143 

the protection path based on the MSP protection ring or MSP protection link, wherein 
the nodes which can be put on TENT may be the nodes on the MSP protection ring or 
MSP protection link: and when passing through the protection ring, putting all the nodes 
that satisfy service constraint conditions and protection reguirements on the protection 
ring on TENT. 

But, Zinin et al, in view of Houston et al does disclose the use of TENTS 
(Houston et al, Page 4-Page 5 [0051]). 

Nonethless, Jones et al teaches the step Step d3 further comprising: if the 
protection of 1:1 type is reouired (Jones et al, Col 1 Lines 65-68, Col 2 Lines 1-3). 

And, Goertz discloses the calculating the protection path based on the MSP 
protection ring or MSP protection link ring (Goertz, Col 1, Lines 65-68, Col 2 Lines 1-5), 
wherein the nodes, which can be put on TENT, may be the nodes on the MSP 
protection ring or MSP protection link ring (Goertz, Col 1, Lines 65-68, Col 2 Lines 1-5). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to allow the use TENTS on the network, taught by 
Houston et al, to be used in conjunction with having 1:1 type network protection, taught 
by Jones et al, for calculating the protection path based on the multiplexer ring, taught 
by Goertz, in the invention taught by Zinin et al, for the purpose of increasing optimal 
paths betweens nodes and enabling faster communications to prevent time related 
delays. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anish Sikri whose telephone number is 571-270-1783. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8am - 5pm Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



AS 



Anish Sikri 



June 20, 2007 
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